Far from being based on norms, in today's age of 'supercomplexity, ' professions have to contend with fluidity and shift. This results in situations in which professions no longer have fixed points of reference [and] professionals act as brokers of multiple discourses. If we accept this line of argument for academic development too, how can academic developers manage their own professional values in complex institutional contexts?" (Di Napoli, 2014, p.9). The articles in this issue address our work as "brokers of multiple discourses" in this age of 'supercomplexity' , when much of the time we find ourselves having to negotiate our own values and beliefs about learning and teaching, the multiple needs on the ground, and the institutional imperatives that govern university policies. Given the need for such negotiation, the articles pay attention to questions that arise from how as academic developers we can best collaborate with various colleagues at different points in their academic career: from the PhD student facing the viva committee to the senior academic in need of continuing professional learning. Wherever these colleagues may be situated in this continuum there is a need for academic developers to help with fostering community and building trust, collaborating with all members in the university community to navigate the opportunities and risks, positive and negative, as they work towards the common goal of improving their own teaching and their students' learning.
that the PhD students' examination and viva experiences are documented and evaluated so as to help inform supervision practice and also student training. Her study contributes to the literature in helping develop an understanding of how "institutional practices operate from their [PhD students'] perspective and how practices could be improved for all involved in the process".
Another way of thinking about the issues raised by the articles in this volume is from the perspective of community: academic developers can play a key role in connecting different participants in this process, thereby acting as "community coordinators" (Mårtensson & Roxå, 2016, p.179) who are able to help create conditions in which all of them gain a better understanding of the factors in the institutional landscape that affect learning. Jawitz and Perez consider the structural and cultural factors that influence academics' decisions, within research-intensive contexts, to invest time and energy in their development as teachers. Among the risks identified by survey respondents include the belief that investing in teaching development is a waste of time. Being labelled as not being serious about research is another risk run by participants. A more positive risk is that associated with not keeping up with developments, which often include technology. Jawitz and Perez identify community as an important means of negotiating these risks, elaborating on what this might entail and how academic developers might mitigate the problem.
Linet Arthur's article critically considers both how the ground-breaking work on communities of practice and situated learning has evolved over the years, and the degree to which it may be applicable to higher education settings. She finds that there are key differences between the kinds of settings within which Lave and Wenger (and subsequently Wenger and other collaborators, 1991) studied CoPs on the one hand, and HE settings on the other. It is particularly noteworthy that the settings on which the original work on CoPs was based are mostly, unlike universities, not knowledge-intensive. Bearing this in mind, Arthur proceeds to study the life of a single academic by focusing on three different types of CoP to which he belonged through his career. On this basis she proposes a typology of four kinds of CoP that can shed light on the theory as it may apply to universities and the role academic developers play in them.
Lucy Spowart, Rebecca Turner, Deborah Shenton and Pauline Kneale focus on continuing professional development with reference to the various reflections by experienced academics on the process of applying for accreditation by the UK Higher Education Academy. They identify the possible misalignment between the object of two activity systems, that of the academic applying for accreditation and that of the institution for which it is a strategic priority, which can result in a tick-box mentality. Even though the process of accreditation has the intention of improving practice, this can be difficult to demonstrate; moreover, the contradictions that may emerge have the very real potential of "creating tensions and sometimes cynicism about the value of accreditation". Nevertheless, accreditation has provided a pathway for those committed to teaching and learning to gain recognition for their efforts. An important conclusion of Spowart et al. 's study is that local leadership is critical in making the accreditation process work and also for developing such schemes; its impact on local teaching communities, and also the influence of local cultures, are next steps in this investigation.
Stocks and Trevitt likewise focus on CPD, though they emphasise continuing professional learning rather than 'development' because of the "deficiency connotation" of the latter term. They consider why CPL participants struggle with reflective portfolios, and "how to foster engagement in the authentic reflection that underpins effective CPL". Their argument hinges on the importance for CPL convenors of building trust in engaging academics, in particular early-career academics, in the reflective portfolio assessment process. The many tensions that exist at individual and institutional levels serve to make it a challenge for early career academics to embrace the reflective portfolio as such exercises in honest reflection pose risks for academics that are similar in kind to those explored by Jawitz and Perez. Empathy, human agency and involvement as well as transparency, confidentiality, and authenticity are critical for building a safe environment. Once trust is established, and strengths and weaknesses are shared, there is a better chance for the development of a community of learners within CPL programmes.
The final article in this issue, by Veronica Bamber and Lorraine Stefani, raises an important issue: the lack of alignment between what the institution and academic developers recognize as evidence of impact and what academic developers can do to bridge this gap. While acknowledging that current approaches to programme evaluation are insufficient for demonstrating impact in ways that are appreciated by funders/senior managers, they propose a framework that would allow developers to reconceive impact as "evidencing value". We could triangulate by documenting the outcomes of educational development while broadening the nature of evidence to include experience and judgement, thus contributing to an improved discourse of evaluation.
This volume concludes with a reflection about improving publication output from the perspective of social work. Anita Gibbs considers practices that have the potential of increasing publication productivity. In particular, she focuses on the importance of fostering community through, for example, collaborative writing groups and mentorship, since they offer a safe, supportive space for constructive, critical feedback that can help to motivate, develop, and improve writing projects. Academic developers are well placed to facilitate such collaborative effort and capacity building through creating writing workshops and seminars that help academics understand discipline-specific teaching and learning issues.
The tensions and risks in academic development are well known to many of us who have worked in this domain. While it has not been an easy task to negotiate the complex terrain presented to us by the research-intensive university contexts that many of us share, we should recognize that what lies at the heart of academic development are opportunities for dialogue, collaboration and negotiation. And just like any good dialogue and collaborative effort, fostering community and building trust must dictate the way we work with our colleagues and other partners, whether they be PhD students seeking guidance for the viva and beyond; or established academics who need to continue developing their teaching; or senior managers who work on university policies that affect all of us.
